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I.  INTRODUCTION 
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A--  :  result  of  new  pel  it  ical  thinking,  Soviet,  intern. it  ional 
■  »v  :cr  is  b‘-  ;ng  mod  i 1  ed  to  such  in  extent  tint  Cl. A.  Arbatov ,  director 
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going  to  vie.  scum  thing  terrible  to  you  [the  United  Steles  j  -  -we  are 
going  to  deprive*  you  of  an  enemy  .  "  1  Sudden  1  y  ,  Soviet  officials  are 
:  :  i : .  - 1  . a  slice  diplomat  i  c  of£ens:\e  tiiat  many  feel  augurs  a  new  era 
i  t.  Soviet  int  -  mat  ional  behavior. 

polit  ical  cii  i.iin i ng  proto^iiuly  mt  tuonces  not  only  bovine 
for** ; gn  policy,  but  a  i  so  Soviet  national  security  po  l  icy .  The  intense 
innate  over  Soviet  national  security  policy  that  is  currently  taking 
place  in  the  Soviet  Union  could  result  in  profound  changes  riot  only  in 
Sov  ’!<•:.  military  doctrine  and  ope  rat  i  one  1  concepts,  hut  also  in  the  very 
st  rut  cure,  of  the  Soviet  Armed  Forces.  The  unprecedented  flexibility 
that  the  Soviets  have  brought  to  arms  control  negotiations  and  their 
willingness  to  offer  major  concessions,  especially  on  the  issue1  of 
ver  J  f  i;.at  ion  arn  indicative;  of  Gorbachev  s  new  political  thinking  on 
foreign  po1 icy  and  security  issues. 

New  political  thinking  and  the  changes  that  it  has  brought  about  m 
Soviet  behavior,  both  international  and  domestic,  have  triggered  intense 
debate  among  Western  analysts  and  pol inymakers  over  their  underlying 
rationale.  One  school  of  thought  generally  views  the  changes  being 
implemented  by  Gorbachev  as  an  attempt  to  realign  Soviet  behavior  with 
t  he  realities  of  the  present-day  world.  While  there  is  a  wide  range  of 
thought  within  this  school,  its  proponents  generally  see  as  the  driving 
force  behind  new  political  thinking  an  honest  reappraisal  of  the 
'accepts  and  policies  underlying  Soviet  foreign  policy.  Those  analysts 

lG.A.  Arbatov,  ns  quoted  in  "No  More  Mr.  Tough  Guy?,’’  Time ,  May  23, 
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feel  that-  new  political  thinking  offers  tiie  West  an  nnprecedented 
opportunity  to  address  with  the  Soviet  Union  many  of  the  most  pressing 
issues  in  international  relations,  including  arms  control  and  the  arms 
race,  human  rights,  and  environmental  issues.  They  recognize,  however, 
that  while  new  political  thinking  has  dramatically  altered  the  content 
and  conduct  of  Soviet  foreign  policy,  it  has  not  in  any  way  altered  the 
traditional  set  of  Soviet  foreign  policy  goals.  These  goals  include  the 
continued  security  of  the  Soviet  Union  and  the  Eastern  bloc,  the 
maintenance  of  the  Soviet  Union's  superpower  status,  and  an  increase  in 
Soviet  political  and  ideological  influence  throughout  the  world. 

The  other  school  of  thought  is  more  skeptical  about  new  political 
thinking.  Its  proponents  view  new  political  thinking  and  the  changes  it 
has  brought  as  merely  temporary  measures  instituted  by  the  Soviet 
leadership  in  order  to  gain  a  breathing  space  during  which  they  can 
address  the  most  serious  problem  currently  facing  the  Soviet  Ur. i trie 
state  of  the  economy.  These  analysts  fear  that  once  its  economy  is  back 
on  track,  the  USSR  will  revert  to  its  old  ways.  At  that  point,  the 
Soviet  Union  would  present  the  West  with  a  far  more  serious  threat  than 
ever  before.  First,  it  no  longer  be  constrained  by  an  unwieldy  economy. 
Second,  the  West  would  have  been  lulled  into  a  false  sense  of  security 
by  th*3  rhetoric  of  new  political  thinking.  And  finally,  the  Soviet 
Union  would  have  used  the  breath  Lug  space  in  the  arms  race  to  develop  a 
new  generation  of  high-technology  weapons  that  would  nose,  a  serious 
threat  to  the  United  States  and  its  allies. 

The  present  paper  views  Gorbachev's  new  political  thinking  as  a 
genuine  attempt  by  the  Soviet  leadership  to  modernize  Soviet  foreign  and 
national  security  policy  so  that  they  will  function  more  successfully  in 
the  present-day  world.  It  interprets  new  political  thinking  as  an 
ack now  lodgment  by  the  Soviets  that  their  old  methods  of  conducting 
:  liter:. at  i  mia!  relations  were  simply  inadequate,  and  that  they  must 
d:  amities!  :  y  cl.  mge  these  methods  in  order  to  successfully  achieve  their 

ibis  pine:  a!  tempt.-,  to  analyze  Gorbachov's  new  political  thinking 
n  n  at  :  one  i  ■  -  on  i  i  t  y  issues.  It  begins  in  Sec  .  j  !  v  it!:  a  hr  i  >■  • 

•  1  rv  i  •'  sou  tWi  1  :  t  i  .-.a  1  thinking,  including  its  ;;o.a  1  s  .  origins,  and 


II.  GORBACHEV'S  ’NEW  POLITICAL  THINKING 


GOALS  AND  ORIGINS 

coming  to  power  in  March  1985,  Mikhail  Gorbachev  has  launched 
a  controversial  and  wide-ranging  program  of  perestroika  (restructuring) 
within  the  Soviet  Union.  In  particular,  Gorbachev  has  introduced 
dramatic  changes  into  both  the  theory  and  the  practice  of  Soviet  foreign 
policy.  In  essence,  his  new  political  thinking  is  intended  to  infuse 
dynamism  and  flexibility  into  both  the  content  and  the  conduct  of  Soviet 
foreign  policy  in  order  to  bring  it  into  alignment  with  the  realities  of 
the  present-day  world. 

However,  it  is  important  not  to  confuse  the  changes  in  the  content 
and  conduct  of  Soviet  foreign  policy  with  a  change  in  Soviet  foreign 
policy  goals.  Basically,  new  political  thinking  is  intended  to 
modernize  Soviet  foreign  policy  so  that  it  will  function  more 
successfully  m  the  world  of  today.  Gorbachev  is  essentially  employing 
a  new,  more,  dynamic  and  flexible  set  of  concepts,  policies,  and 
processes  in  order  to  achieve  a  not-so-new  set  of  Soviet  foreign  policy 
goals,  including  the  inviolability  of  the  security  of  the  Soviet  Union 
and  Eastern  Europe,  the  maintenance  of  the  Soviet  Union's  status  as  a 
superpower,  and  the  enhancement  of  the  Soviet  i mage - -po 1 i t i ca 1  , 
ideological ,  and  economi c- -throughout  the  world. 

Perhaps  the  most  importa.it  imperative  driving  new  political 
thinking  is  the  economic  one.  As  Gorbachev  pointed  out  in  late  1984, 
without  intensive  improvement  in  the  economic  sphere,  the  Soviet  Union 
would  not  be  in  a  position  to  enter  the  21st  century  in  the  manner 
befitting  a  superpower.1  The  present  crisis  in  the  Soviet  socioeconomic 
system  lias  necessitated  the  adoption  of  a  more  cost-effective  approach 
to  Soviet  foreign  po 1  icy  and  security  issues.  Ye . M .  Primakov,  the  head 

‘  U  .  S  .  f  jo  r  hue  iiev  (  report  tie  i  ivereu  at  the  Moscow  All-Union 
S.  it.  and  E-  u.tic.il  Gon :  e  rencc ,  / /vnv/Vi  ,  December  ]’,  198-+. 
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!  s  ao l  s ; t  it  :  i:g  <;  i  vt*u  Gorbachev ' s  ideological  pragma  t  i  sin  and  the 

r : :  v  or  :  he  'Ttttttc  c  r s  :  s  :r;  the  Soviet  Union  that  he  has  come  to 
•.  ...  :t  t  t  ’  : ;  that  there  is  more  to  be  gained  in  t>o1  it  ical  terms  from  a 

iown  of  military  forces  thin  there  is  to  bn  gained  by  a  continued 

T»v,  *  “tur  i  ty  -  ve  i  ated  imperatives  are  also  driving  the  new.  political 
thinking.  As  Steve  Mover  has  pointed  out,  first  and  foremost  is 
Gorbachev's  need  to  wrest  control  of  the  Soviet  defense  agenda  uwav  from 


General  Staff  and  tc  reestablish  !*artv  control  of  it. 


1 i  he  is  to 


.  '-'d  in  implement  irig  perestroika ,  Gorbachev  must  change  the  way  that 
r<*s:>urces  have  traditionally  been  allocated  in  the  Soviet  Union.  In 
order  tc?  do  this  he  must  regain  cmr  red  of  the  defense  agenda,  which  in 
i nr  past  has  heavily  constrained  economic  change.  Also,  as  the  enormity 
of  the  economic  crisis  facing  the  Soviet  Union  becomes  clear,  it  also 
becomes  clear  that  the  primacy  that  the  Soviet  military  establishment 
has  traditionally  enjoyed  in  the  resource  allocation  process  will  no 
longer  be  possible.  As  Gorbachev  recently  told  a  gathering  in  Moscow  of 
in  tel 1  actual ,  political,  and  scientific  elite,  the  Soviet  military  will 
be  forced  to  swallow  the  hitter  trill  of  reductions  in  defense 
f*:*:;>'*nd  i  Lure  so  that  resources  can  be  applied  to  the  civilian  sector  of 
i.iie  economy. 

Second,  Gorbachev's  desire  to  arrive  at  a  radically  new  approach  to 
whit  he  perceives  to  be  the  most  important  problem  of  the  present  day- 
tin-  el iminaiion  of  the  danger  of  nuclear  war--has  prompted  new  thinking 

2Ye.M.  Primakov,  "New  Philosophy  of  Foreign  Policy,"  Pravda  ,  July 

’ 1  ,  1 9  8  7  . 

1  Stephen  M.  Meyer ,  "The  Sources  and  Prospects  of  Gorbachev  s  New* 

Po  lit:  -.a !  Thinking  on  Security,"  International  Security,  Vol  .  13,  No.  2, 

Fall 

fc  “•* .  S .  Gorbachev,  "To  Build  Up  the.  Intellectual  Potential  of 
i:<  -.tr  i-.tur  ing, "  Pravda,  January  7,  1969.  See  also  Yu.  S.  Valkov,  "The 

Trump  Card,"  SoLsia  I  ist  ichnskaya  indust  riya ,  Novombei  1  3,  1988. 
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towards  foieign  policy  and  security  issues,  in  particular  in  the  area  of 
arms  control.5  Soviet  arms  control  proposals  under  Gorbachev  have  been 
characterized  by  innovation  and  a  dramatic  dynamism  and  flexibility  that 
are  indicative  of  Gorbachev’s  desire  to  substantially  decrease  the 
threat  that  the  enormous  stockpiles  of  nuclear  weapons  pose  to  all  of 
mankind . 

SECURITY-RELATED  COMPONENTS 

Many  of  the  tenets  central  to  Gorbachev's  new  political  thinking 
pertain  especially  to  Soviet  defense  policy.  Gorbachev  has  repeatedly 
emphasized  the  growing  interdependence  of  the  nations  of  the  world.  He 
has  pointed  out  that  the  existence  of  huge  stockpiles  of  nuclear  weapons 
is  the  most  important  factor  contributing  to  this  interdependence,  for 
it  means  that  "whether  we  like  each  other  or  not,  we  will  have  to  live 
or  die  together."0  in  addition,  the  revolution  in  science  and 
technology  and  environmental  problems  have  led  to  a  greater  global 
interdependence.  A  fundamental  part  of  new  political  thinking  is  the 
realization  that  there  is  an  increasing  number  of  very  important 
problems  that  transcend  national  boundaries  and  are  common  to  the  world 
commun i ty . 

Another  facet  of  the  new  political  thinking  that  bears  upon  Soviet 
defense  policy  is  mutual  security.  Gorbachov  has  repeatedly  stated  that 
"security  is  indivisible.  It  is.  either  equal  security  for  all  or  none 
at  all."7  It  is  no  longer  acceptable  practice  for  the  Soviet  Union  to 
pursue  its  own  security  interests  at  the  expense  oi  other  nations. 
Rather,  as  numerous  Soviet  foreign  policy  arid  security'  specialists  have 
emphasized,  Soviet  security  must  be  coupled  with  the  security  of  all 
members  of  the  world  community.8 

s  G  .  A .  Trof imenko,  "Mew  Realities  and  a  Now  Way  of  Thinking,"  SShA , 
No.  _ ,  February  i 9S7  . 

“  N .  S .  Gorbachev,  fzhranyyc  rechi  i  slat  i  [Selected  Speeches  and 

.“.i  *.  i  '  -  ;  *  *  S  j  .  IUp  COU  ,  ]  )  i>  j  }  ,  p  .  U  /  . 

‘!.S.  t}:>r  ,  /<  ■  vein  ro  i  Avy  (  \<*.u  iork:  ii.i  rpor  o  i^ow,  1  <S  7  .  ,  p. 

8  Ye  .  M  .  imukov  ,  '  New  i’h  i  1  osophy  of  Foreign  S’oiicy,"  \  .  V  .  /Churkin  , 

S  .  A  .  K  i  rag  nov  ,  and  A  .  V  .  Kor*.  nnov  ,  "0  1  d  and  New  Uh.i  1  1  engos  t  o  Security," 
Knmnvn.  i  si  ,  No.  1,  .January  I'M  7  ;  and  V  .  !’<■  t  rovsk  i  v  ,  "Scour  i  t  v  Tli  rough 
!.*  i .«  Iran  niton  c ,  "  1  irovaya  ekonomika  i  mi'v.hdunarndriyye  ot noshen <ya 
'■  •  •  r  •  ■  if','  :■  ihn  •  it"d  as  UK  ill f>  :  ,  No.  I  ,  .’anua  rv  !(M7 


As  pin  of  th<'  new  poi.iie.cil  thinking,  Gorbachov  has  placed 
: escs  i  :;p  enspl;  j.s  i  •>  on  pol  >:  jc/il  weans  ,  t  .at  her  than  military  moans,  to 
ensure  a  (Vine.,  security  for  the  world  comnumi  ty .  These  moms  include 
•diplomacy  and  ucgoi  i  at  ion  ,  especially  arms  control  and  con  f  i  dencm- 
!»u  :  Id  measures,  economic  policy,  and  human i tar ian  pol  ic  ies  .  Related 
to  tli  i  s  is  tlie  re- il  ir.at  ion  that  in  the  nuclear  era ,  war  can  no  longer  be 
considered  a  rational  continuation  of  politics.  Gorbachev  has  said 
nr.eqtii vocn  1  !y  that  "nuclear  war  cannot  be  a  means  of  achieving 
political,  economic,  ideological  or  any  other  goals."9 

The  final  tenet  of  the  new  political  thinking  that  is  particularly 
relevant  to  Soviet  defense  policy  is  reasonable  sufficiency.  Gorbachev 
first  referred  to  this  concept  in  late  1985,  when  he  used  the  term 
relative  sufficiency  ( otnos it e 1 ' naya  dostatochnost) .  In  his  speech  to 
the  27th  Party  Congress  in  early  1986,  Gorbachev  changed  the  wording 
sligntiv  to  reasonable  sufficiency  ( razumnaya  dostatochnost) ,  the  term 
by  which  the  concept  has  been  known  ever  since.  In  that  speech, 
Gorbachev  stated  that  the  Soviet  Union  "stands  for  ...  restricting 
military  potentials  within  the  bounds  of  reasonable,  sufficiency...."10 

Gorbachev  has  never  fully  defined  the  concept  of  reasonable 
sufficiency,  preferring  instead  to  encourage  Soviet  analysts--both 
military  and  oivi 1 ian--to  work  together  to  fill  in  the  details  of  his 
very  vague  concept .  However,  in  a  1987  speech,  Gorbachev  elaborated 
.'rwwhat  oi;  the  concept  of  reasonable  sufficiency,  stating  that 
reasonable  sufficiency  presupposes  that  the  Soviet  Armed  Forces  be 
structured  so  that  "they  would  be  sufficient  to  repulse  a  possible 
aggiession  but  would  riot  be  sufficient  for  the  conduct  of  offensive 

tr  I  l 

opera t ions . 


’Gorbachev,  Perestroika ,  p.  140. 

:oM.S.  Gorbachev,  Political  Report  of  the  CPSU  Central  Committee  to 
the  Z.'ih  Party  Congress  (Moscow,  1986),  p.  85. 

11m.S.  Gorbachev,  "The  Reality  and  Guarantees  of  a  Secure  World," 
1‘ravda ,  SopLember  1  7,  1  987. 
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In  addition,  the  concept  of  reasonable  sufficiency  is  being  used  to 
justify  the  reallocation  of  resources  from  the  military  to  the  civilian 
sector  of  the.  economy,  which  is  essential  if  perestroika  is  to  succeed. 
The  Soviet  military  is  now  being  told  that  reasonable  sufficiency  means 
that  it  will  have  to  do  more  with  less.  A.;  Marshal  P  F.  Akhromoyov, 
then  Chief  of  the  General  Staff,  acknowledged,  "with  regard  to  arms  and 
equipment,  this  [reasonable  sufficiency]  means  that  the  troops  and 
fleets  will  probably  receive  less,  but  the  combat  effectiveness  and 
quality  must  be  higher,  so  that  it  is  possible  to  resolve  tasks  with 
fewer  combat  resources,  yet  more  effectively."12 

The  specific  tenets  of  reasonable  sufficiency  will  be  discussed  in 
greater  detail  in  Sec.  IV.  It  is  important  to  note,  however,  that  the 
concept  of  reasonable  sufficiency  is  currently  under  much  discussion  in 
the  Soviet  Union,  and  that  an  official  definition  with  set  policy 
implications  may  not  emerge  for  some  time  to  come.  Currently,  an 
intense  and  wide-ranging  debate  is  underway  in  the  Soviet  Union  over 
reasonable  sufficiency  and  Soviet  security  issues.  In  this  debate,  the 
professional  military  establishment,  which  has  traditionally  been 
virtually  the  only  player  in  the  process  by  which  Soviet  defense  policy 
is  formulated,  is  pitted  against  an  emerging  cadre  of  civilian  defense 
analysts  who  are  rapidly  gaining  influence  in  the  defense  policy 
forma  1  it  i or;  process  . 

1 2 S . F .  Akhromoyov,  report  to  the  General  Staff  Party  akttv, 

Krasnaya  y.ve./.da  'hereafter  abbreviated  as  KZ ) ,  August  13,  1988. 


III.  NEW  POLITICAL  THINKING  AND  SOVIET  DEFENSE  POLICY 


.  :;;rL  i  i''  r.”t -c:  ..  dr  t;n  •  i  i  i..j  i  i  v  new  n:*-t:.oi:  o: 
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r.t'l-.: :  !  s  .  *  ’n  this  way,  Gorbachov  :11s  encouraged  part  : ..  i  pal  ion  by  n. 
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process.  He  has  also  fostered  .in  unprecedented  1  y  open  discussion  .an'ir.g 
military  ami  civilian  defense  analysts  regarding  now  poliiit.il  think,  in  g 
and  Soviet  security  issues . 

THE  DEFENSE  POLICY  FORMULATION  PROCESS 

Traditionally,  the  respons ibi 1 i ty  for  the  formulation  and 
impdeinontatiori  of  Soviet  defense  policy  has  belonged  exclusively  to  the 
Soviet  General  Staff.  While  the  Politburo  is  responsible,  for  arriving 
at  final  policy  decisions  regarding  such  issues  as  the.  s.zc  of  the 
defense  budget ,  the  makeup  of  the  armed  forces,  and  the-  content  of 
Soviet  military  doctrine ,  the  General  Staff  has  traditionally  provided 
the  Politburo  with  policy  options  upon  which  to  base  its  final 
dec.  i  s  i  ons  . 

However,  under  Gorbachev,  the  General  Staff’s  virtual  monopoly  on 
setting  the  defense  agenda  is  being  challenged  by  a  growing  cadre  of 
civilian  defense  analysts  who  are  becoming  increasingly  influential  in 
pH  icy  discussions.  Not  only  are  many  of  these  civilian  analysts  very 
able,  but  some  aspire  to  high-level  policymaking  positions.  Gorbachev's 
announcement  of  unilateral  troop  reduct  ions- -a  policy  that  many  civilian 
defense  analysts  had  strongly  supported-- is  evidence  of  the  increasing 

'Marshall  D.  Shulman,  "The  Superpowers:  Dance  of  the  Dinosaurs," 
Foreign  Affairs,  Vol  .  66,  No.  3,  I'iRfi. 
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influence  ol  these  analysts  it  tlie  formulation  oi  Soviet  defense  policy. 
But  as  Marshal  Akhrome.yo.v  demonstrated  with  this  abrupt  resignation 
after  Gorbachov  ’  s  announcement  of'  those  troop  cuts,  the  Soviet  military 
establishment  is  not  likely  to  accept  this  encroachment  by  civilian 
analysts  into  its  domain  without  some  kind  of  protest. 

Tt  appears  that  under  Gorbachev ,  the  foreign  arid  defense  policy 
formulation  process  has  passed  through  two  stages.2  The  first  stage, 
involved  encouraging  a  new  set  of  part icipants- -c iv i 1 ian  defense 
ana lysts--to  take  part  m  the  policy  formulation  process.  This  stage 
appears  to  have  extended  from  late  1984  tn rough  mid-1987 .  The  second 
stage,  which  began  in  mid-1987 ,  has  beet  concerned  with 
institutionalizing  the  role  of  civilian  defense  analysts  m  tie.  pol.cy 
f o r m ulat ion  pr o cess . 

Stage  l--New  Participants 

’  n  an  etiort  to  develop  a  deta  i  led  architecture,  for  new  political 
thinking  about  foreign  policy  and  security  issues,  Gorbachev  has  turned 
to  c  i  <•  j  1  i  m  :  ie  f  <>:;  s  >'■  ;p  a  '  ys  t  s  '  :  rs:  :  i c  h  :k  i  )  for  innovative  approaches 
to  y.i  oblems  in  t:."M:  are;:,.3  in  doing  so,  'ne  has  dramatically  revised 
the  de  t  eris  e  po  1  :  cy  f  ormu  !  at  i  on  process.  During  the  first  stage  through, 
which  the  t'o  !  icv  formal  1 1 ;  or:  process  passed  ,  (inr:':i(.h''V,  loading  par  tv 

'..hers,  ill".  1  I  ie;:,  I .  ;  ms  vepi  it  ‘  •  1  i aour.igeii  the  i  n  t  e  !  1  ;  gents  i  a  to 

er.t  <•  r  into  c  a  t  e  w  it;.  ;  r  ■  ,  pew  ;  (ieas  on  >  <  pegn  p  T  i  -.v  mu 

-,>-our:ty  issue:,.  !'wc,  experts  even  went  so  far  as  to  call  f  or  the  .active 

col  1  ubor  it  i  or;  or  • .  :  v  i  :  n  ■  i  •  •  t  umlysts  i:rl  military  expert  s  to 
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ional  security  issue'-'.  In  addition,  he  has  encouraged  these  civilian 
defense  analysis  to  work  with  the  military  to  analyze  Soviet  military 
ioci vine  and  security  issues  in  an  effort  to  reestablish  control  over 
the  Soviet,  defense  agenda.  Without  this,  there  is  little  chan'"  that 
So rbachev  will  be  aole  to  successfully  restructure  the  economy . 

The  majority  oi  these  civilian  del  ease  analysts  work  at  leading 
for'  igr.  affairs  research  institutes  of  the  VSSR  Academy  of  Sciences,  in 
.articular  the  Institute  of  World  Economy  and  International  Relations 
I  ‘-hi :  ML :  ,  the  institute  of  the  ISA  and  Canada  (IUSAC),  and  the  newly 
.•.cited  institute  oi’  Western  Europe.  because  the  Soviet  military  has 
traditionally  restricted  access  to  detailed  information  pertaining  to 
Soviet  national  security,  these  analysts  have  acquired  expertise  on 
detente  and  security  issues  largely  through  the  study  of  Western  defense 
policies  and  arms  control  issues,  particularly  at  the  strategic  nuclear 
level  .  Irt  the  past  two  years,  however,  glasncst  has  even  affected 
Soviet  defence  and  security  issues,  and  civilian  defense  analysts  are 
;;r  ideally  obtaining  greater  access  to  Soviet  national  security 
in  format  ion . 

The  group  of  civilians  currently  involved  in  the  defense  policy 
donate  includes  both  the  old  gun  id- -veteran  civilian  analysts  and 
retired  military  off icers--and  a  new  generation  of  civilian  analysts. 

4A . A .  Kokoshin,  "Three  Major  Elements  in  Stability,"  KZ ,  September 
ih,  1988:  and  A.N.  Yakovlev,  "Social  Sciences  and  the  Attainment  of  a 
:  Tia  1  i  ta j  ve  1  y  New  State  of  Soviet  Society,"  Kommunist ,  No.  8,  May  1987. 
See.  also  MS.  Gorbachev,  "The  Perfection  of  Developed  Socialism  and 
Ideological  Work  of  th"  Party  in  Light  of  the  Decision  of  the  June  1983 
(IPS!  Central  Committee  Plenum,  Zhivoyc  tvorchcstvo  naroda  (Moscow: 
Politixdat,  198-Yj;  M.S.  Gorbachev,  "Progress  in  Implementing  the 
decisions  of  the  27th  CPSU  Congress  and  and  the  Tasks  of  Promot  ing 
Perestroika , "  Pravda .  June  29,  1988;  and  A.F.  Dobrynin,  "For  a 

Nuc, ear -Free  World  as  the  21st  Century  Approaches."  Kommunist ,  No. 
i  986  . 
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The  old  guard  includes  Ye.M.  Primakov,  director  of  IMEiMO;  V.Y.  Zhurkir;, 
formerly  deputy  director  of  IL'SAC  and  now  director  of  the  Institute  of 
Western  Europe;  A. A.  Vasil ' yev,  head  of  the  disarmament  affairs  section 
at  IUSAC;  Lieutenant  General  (Ret.)  M.A.  Mil'shteyn;  Major  General 
(Ret. )  Y.I.  Makarevskiy,  staff  member  at  IMEiMO;  and  Major  Gereral  V.V. 
Larionov,  professor  at  the  General  Staff  Academy.  Key  members  of  the 
younger  generation  are  A. A.  Kokoshin,  deputy  director  of  IUSAC;  A.G. 
Arbatov,  head  of  the  disarmament  and  security  department  at  IMEiMO;  A.V. 
Kortunov,  head  of  the  international  security  studies  section  at  IUSAC; 
S.A.  Karaganov,  a  deputy  director  of  the  Institute  of  Western  Europe; 
and  I . Ye .  Malashenko,  who  is  at  IUSAC. 

In  addition  to  encouraging  the  entry  of  academics  and  civilian 
defense  analysts  into  the  security  debate,  Gorbachev  has  overseen  the 
reorganization  of  several  key  organizations  with  responsibility  for 
foreign  policy  and  security  issues.  For  example,  new  arms  control 
divisions  have  been  established  in  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  and 
in  the  International  Department  of  the  Central  Committee.  Both  the 
Institute  for  World  Economy  and  International  Relations  and  the 
institute  o:  the  USA  and  Canada  have  created  departments  for  the  study 
of  arms  control  and  international  security  issues.  And  finally,  two 
military  officers  with  extensive  experience  in  security’  issues  have  boon 
t  ra::s  f erred  to  the.  Central  Committee  apparatus --Major  General  V . 

St  ;  r  u'iubov  is  the  head  o'  the  new  arms  oontiol  section  in  the 

international  Department,  arid  Major  General  G.  Batenin  is  a  consultant 

to  the  Cent ra  :  Committee. 

Stage  II  —  Refining  the  Process 

Mur i to;  the  second  stage,  Gorbachev  seems  to  be  concentrating  on 
if '.si  •'  :t  ion  ai  icing,  to  uh<*  extent  possible,  the  new  role  that  these 
niviii  it  !<• :  i-:.s<‘  analysts  are  playing,  and  on  making  the  policy 
:  •  •  •  •'  a,  ;  ■  s  i  ess  (.umber  some .  lie  has  initiated  sever. a  1  steps 

'  i  iiy.itc  and  to  !)<•;;<, r  mt  ’grate  the  policy 

•  •  ■  in  n  n.'i  milv.e:.  t  ;  these  new  part  ic  i  pants  into  the  policy 

.  '  ’  r  •  ‘  .  .  : '  ■  1  ■  t '  .  .  .  ‘  .  S  , 1  '  W  I  '  1  1  1  l  1  C  i  1  1  ll  ’.  I .  K  i  1 1  g  i  I :  (i  ’  !  I ( 1  1  '  J  Mill  t  1  011 
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f  •  ■  rm:  i :  it  ici.  process .  W  i  i  i. :  i.  the  Mi;:  is  try  of  Foreign  Affairs,  a 
s.  :  !>i.t  it  it.  i..-:  ordi, .,m.  uriiLcr"  has  been  est  ,ib ;  i  silt'd  to  coordinate 
a:  idem  i  c  res  ear;;!!  on  arms  control  and  sccurilv  issues  and  to  integrate 
this  research  into  t  pol  ic\  formulation  piOcess .S  6  In  addition, 

\  ir  ions  yove:  nmenta :  ministries  have  begun  to  sponsor  conferences  on 
foreign  policy  and  security  issues  that  are  intended  to  bring  together 
military,  academic,  and  Party  officials,  along  with  scientists  and 
journalists.7  The  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  sponsored  such  a 
,.on t oreuoe  in  July  1988,  which  brought  together  military  leaders, 
scientists,  journalists,  and  diplomats.  As  G.A.  Arbatov,  the  director 
of  IUSAC,  noted,  this  conference  was  an  "unprecedented  event  in  the 
development  of  glasnosi  in  foreign  policy  ...  an  important  milestone  in 
the  awakening  of  foreign  policy  thought  and  the  development  of  debates 
ori  important  foreign  policy  issues."8  Arbatov  specifically  called  upon 
ti:e  Ministry  of  Defense  to  sponsor  such  a  conference  in  the  future. 


SF.  Stephen  Larrabee,  "Goibachev  and  the  Soviet  Military,"  Foreign 

Affair s>  No.  5,  Summer  1988. 

7V.  Serebryannikov,  "in  Step  with  the  Realities  of  the  Nuclear 
Age,"  Kommunist  vooruzhennykh  sil  (hereafter  abbreviated  as  KVS) ,  No.  3, 
February  1987. 

8G.A.  Arbatov,  "Glasnost,  Talks  and  Disarmament,"  Pravda ,  October 
17,  1988. 
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IV.  REASONABLE  SUFFICIENCY 

Soviet  military  experts  and  civilian  defense  analysts  alike  are 
striving  to  fill  in  the  details  of  the  very  general  concept  of 
reasonable  sufficiency  that  Gorbachev  has  presented.  Questions  that 
need  to  be  answered  include  what  level  of  forces  constitutes 
sufficiency;  what  criteria  should  be  used  to  determine  the  size  of  the 
Soviet  Anted  Forces;  how  the  armed  forces  should  be  structured;  what 
kinds  of  operations  the  Soviet  Armed  Forces  should  be  capable  of 
carrying  out;  whether  the  concept  of  reasonable  sufficiency  will  require 
changes  to  Soviet  military  strategy;  and  what  implications  reasonable 
sufficiency  has  for  traditional  Soviet  views  on  strategic  stability. 

There  are  two  general  dimensions  to  reasonable  sufficiency — 
strategic  nuclear  and  theater  conventional.  Discussion  at  the  strategic 
nuclear  level  has  revolved  around  such  issues  as  what  criteria  should  be 
used  to  determine  strategic,  parity,  what  constitutes  strategic 
stability',  and  mutual  deterrence.  Much  of  the  discussion  at  this  level 
is  based  upon  Western  Literature  or;  these  issues  written  over  the  past 
quarter  century. 

The  issues  under  discussion  at  the  theater  conventional  level  are 
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STRATEGIC  NUCLEAR  LEVEL 

HotL  the*  professional  mil  itaiy  establ  ishment  <’i  rid  Soviet  civil  i  an 
analysts  generally  agree  that  reasonable  sufficiency  presupposes  deep, 
mutual  reductions  in  strategic  nuclear  forces  to  lower  levels  of  parity. 
They  are  also  in  genera  1  agreement  that  both  qualitative'  and 
quantitative  factors  must  somehow  he  included  in  any  calculation  of 
strategic  party. 

Much  of  the  discussion  of  the  strategic  nuclear  dimension  of 
reasonable  sufficiency  has  centered  around  the  concept  of  strategic 
stability.  In  general,  defense  analysts  describe  strategic  stability  as 
involving  three  factors:  mutual  deterrence,  mutual  assured  destruction, 
and  adequate  safeguards  against  the  unauthorized  or  accidental  use  of 
riuc  1  ear  weapons  .  1 

Soviet  thinking  about  strategic  stability  is  based  directly  upon 
the  L.S.  concept  of  mutual  assured  destruction  (MAD;,  in  which  the  side 
subject  to  aggression  retains  the  potential  to  inflict  unacceptable 
levels  of  damage  upon  the  aggressor.  Soviet  civilian  defense  analysts 
define  unacceptable  damage  in  terms  of  former  L.S.  Secretary  of  Defense 
Robert  S.  McNamara's  concept  of  mutual  assured  destruction,  i . c . ,  the 
destruction  of  60-70  percent  of  industrial  capacity  and  the  loss  of 
HO-io  percent  of  the  ponu  1  at  ion .  * 

Furthermore  ,  tin's*-  an  :  :  y.-t>  have  idcpted  McVimara's  e  r  i  ter  i  m  of 
approximately  if.--  <-<p;  i  \  a  1  <>:•  i  megatons  as  t  in-  amount  of  force  that  must 
survive  a  !  i rs t  strike  if  the  defender  is  to  bn  able  to  inflict 
unaccept  i b  1  <-  hatnag--  upon  the  aggressor.  f>ne  group  of  analysts  has  noted 
•.hut  this  surviving  force  could  be  configured  as  400  one -me. ,a ton  weapons 


Civilian  defense  analysts  have  studiously  refrained  from  commenting 
on  or  elaborating  upon  Ciorbachev '  s  utopian  vivi  <->?«  cf  ridding  the  world 
of  nuclear  weapons  by  the  year  200C: .  They  have  le.it  it  instead  to 
Soviet  political  commentators  to  treat  this  issue.  These  commentators 
have  consistently  paid  lip  service  to  Ciorbachev ' s  utopian  vision, 
generally  noting  it  as  the  one  of  the  driving  factors  behind  the  new 
political  thinking  on  security  issues. u 

THEATER  CONVENTIONAL  LEVEL 

In  general,  reasonable  sufficiency  at  the  theater  conventional 
level  includes  three  main  ideas:  nonoffensive,  defense,  asymmetrical 
responses  to  enemy  actions,  and  flexible  and  dynamic  arms  control 
ini t iat ives . 

The  concept  of  nonoffensive  uefonse  involves  the.  reduction  of 
military  forces  and  conventional  weapons  to  the  level  at  which  both 
sides  are  capable  of  defending  themselves  against  enemy  aggression,  but 
are  incapable  of  executing  offensive  operations  against  the  other  side. 
In  fact,  the  Warsaw  Pact  has  proposed  that  both  the  United  States  and 
the  Soviet  Union  restructure  the  military  forces  of  the  NATO  and  the 
Warsaw  Pact  to  a  posture  in  which  they  are  capable  only  of  nonoffensive 
defense . 5 

At  the  theater  conventional  level,  the  concept  of  reasonable 
sufficiency  has  prompted  the  Soviets  to  put  forth  a  number  of  innovative 
and  flexible  arms  control  initiatives.  One  analyst  has  stated  that  two 
criteria  for  the  theater  conventional  dimension  of  reasonable 
.sufficiency  are  the  remeva1  of  "one-sided  preferences"--asymmetrical 
force  reductions  to  equal  levels --and  unilateral  force  reductions.6  And 
the  W'arsaw  Pact  has  publicly  declared  its  readiness  to  address  the  issue 

“See,  for  example,  Primakov,  "New  Philosophy  of  Foreign  Policy;" 
Petrovskiy,  "Security  Through  Disarmament;"  and  Trofimenko,  "New 
Realities  and  a  New  Way  of  Thinking." 

5"Ori  the  Military  Doctrine  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  Member  States," 

Pravda ,  May  30,  1987. 

interview  with  L.S.  Semeyko,  XX  vek  i  mir ,  No.  12,  December  1987. 

7"Communique  of  the  Conference  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  States'  Political 
Consultative  Committee,"  Pravda ,  Mav  80,  1987. 
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of  inoqual  itios  in  the  force  level*,  of  NATO  arid  the  Warsaw  Pact.7  In 
addition,  the  Soviets  have  proposed  the  creation  or  a  nuclear-free  zone 
extondoding  150  km  on  either  side  of  the  i nner-German  border. 

Both  civilian  analysts  and  military  spokesmen  have  begun  to  discuss 
the  criteria  for  reasonable,  sufficiency  at  the  theater  conventional 
level.  However,  they  have  not  yet  succeeded  in  developing  the  kind  of 
analytic  framework  that  they  have  formulated  at  the  strategic  nuclear 
level  in  their  discussions  of  strategic  stability.  Thus  far,  there  have 
been  no  detailed  descriptions  of  what  a  military  force  postured  for 
nonoffensive  defense  would  comprise.  It  is  likely  that  the  discussion 
will  move  ahead  in  this  area  as  civilian  defense  analysts  acquire 
expertise  in  theater-  level  military  operations,  an  area  in  which  until 
now  only  the  Soviet  military  establishment  has  had  expertise. 

CONTENTIOUS  ISSUES 

There  are  a  number  of  very  contentious  issues  currently  being 
debated  by  civilian  defense  analysts  and  the  professional  military 
establishment.8  The  fact  that  the  two  groups  do  not  use  the  same  term 
to  refer  to  the  concept  of  sufficiency  is  indicative  of  the  depth  of 
their  disagreements.  Civilian  defense  analysts  use  Gorbachev's  term 
reasonable  sufficiency,  while  the  profess iona 3  military  refer  to 
'iefenuive  sufficiency.  In  addition,  there  is  disagreement  among  members 
of  these  two  groups  over  several  issues. 

While  it  is  too  early  to  predict  whether  the  civilians  or  the 
military  will  come  to  exert  the  greater  influence  on  the  direction  of 
Soviet  national  security  policy,  initial  indications  are  that  the 
civilian  defense  analysts  pose  a  very  serious  challenge  to  the  virtually 
exi.  1  us  iv'*  control  that  the  Soviet  military  has  exorcised  over  defense 
policy  formulation .  It  is  significant  to  note  that  Gorbachev  s  decision 
to  unilaterally  reduce  the  size  of  the  Soviet  Armed  Forces  was  consonant 
with  civilian  defense  analysts'  writings  (although  the  decision  may  in 

*  See  X.  Hyland  Phillips  and  Jeffrey  I.  Sands,  "Reasonable 
Sail  ioi'-ncy  and  Soviet  Conventional  Defense, ''  International  Security', 

Vo  I  .  1‘3,  Vo.  2,  Fall  1988,  pp.  164-178  for  a  detailed  statistical 

analysis  oi  the  eivi  1  -mi  i  itary  divergence  over  reasonable,  sufficiency. 
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;  ict  l. have  l>o<  t:  based  ou  this  adv i  ce  )  .  and  was  certain  1  y  not  in 
keeping  with  tin*  advice  of  the  Soviet  military  establishment  . 


Quality  versus  Quantity 

The  Civilians.  Civilian  defense  ana  1  vsts  argue  that  it  is 
necessary  to  evaluate  military  parity  based  on  qualitative,  not  just 
quantitative,  criteria.  Ye.M.  Primakov ,  the  director  of  iMEiMO,  has 
argued  that  un  ler  the  condition  of  reasonable  sufficiency,  "desnite  the 
importance  or  the  quantitative,  aspect  of  strategic  parity,  its 
qualitative  aspect  is  of  paramount  importance -- the  inability  of  either 
side,  to  avoid  a  crushing  counterstrike. ,<9  These  analysts  maintain  that 
the  Soviet  Union  needs  only  to  ensure  qualitative,  not  quantitative, 
parity  with  the  United  States.  This  they  define  as  the  ability  to 
inflict  "  macceptable  damage"  in  response,  to  a  nuclear  first  strike.10 

In  addition,  civilian  defense  analysts  are  challenging  the 


traditional  concept  that  strategic  parity  is  stabilizing.  A. A. 

Kokoshin,  a  deputy  director  of  IUSAC,  has  stated  unequivocally  that 
"parity  is  not  synonymous  with  strategic  stability.  Even  if  parity  is 
maintained,  strategic  stability  may  diminish- -the  equilibrium  of 
military  might  becomes  less  and  less  stable  as  sides  move  to  high  levels 


o  f  con  f  r on  t a t i on . 


V.V.  Zhurkin,  the  director  of  the  Institute,  of 


Western  Europe,  echoed  this  idea  when  he  wrote  that  "the  concept  of 
balance  and  parity  ...  and  the  concept  of  stability  ...  have  begun  to 
d i verge . 


9 Primakov,  "New  Philosophy  of  Foreign  Policy."  See  also  A.G. 
Arbatov,  A. A.  Vasil  ' yev ,  and  A. A.  Kokoshin,  "Nuclear  Weapons  and 
Strategic  Stability;"  and  Kokoshin,  "Three  Major  Elements  in  Stability." 

10I.Ye.  Malashenko,  "Parity  Reassessed,"  New  Times  (Moscow),  No. 
47.87,  November  30,  1987. 

1  kokoshin,  "Three  Major  Elements  in  Stability."  See  also 
Primakov,  "New  Philosophy  of  Foreign  Policy;"  Primakov  on  the  "Studio  9" 
Program,  June  4,  1987;  and  Zhurkin,  Karaganov,  and  Kortunov,  "On  a 
Reasonable  Sufficiency." 

12Zhurkin,  Karaganov,  and  Kortunov,  "Old  and  New  Challenges  to 
Scour i ty . " 
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IiiSUMd,  s t  iMicg  i  c  stability  is  maintained  by  the.  "presence  of 
guaranteed  potent  ial  on  both  sides  for  an  adequate  retaliatory 
strike.”13  As  mentioned  earlier,  Soviet  civilian  defense  analysts  have, 
based  their  concept  of  strategic  stability  directly  on  the  U.S.  concept 
of  mutual  assured  destruction  and  have  adopted  former  U.S.  Secretary  of 
Defense  Robert  McNamara's  standard  for  first  strike  stability. 

Some  civilian  defense  analysts  have  also  promoted  the  notion  that 
Soviet  security  does  not  depend  on  making  a  symmetrical  response  to 
■•very  move  made  by  the  enemy.  Indeed,  they  claim  that  one  of  the 
principles  of  reasonable  sufficiency  is  that  "an  asymmetrical  response 
to  provocative  actions  of  the  other  side  is  preferable  to  a  symmetrical 
one .  ' 1 4  While  a  symmetrical  response  may  seem  be.  the  most  'natural'  way 
to  restore  military  parity,  it  has  several  significant  disadvantages. 
First,  copying  the  enemy's  weapons  systems  frequently  causes  one  to  lag 
behind  in  the  arms  race.  These  analysts  feel  tnat  the  United  States 
encourages  the  arms  race  with  the  Soviet  Union  in  hopes  that  the  Soviet 
Union  will  bankrupt  its  economy  by  continuously  striving  to  match  the 
U.S.  weapons  system  Lor  weapons  system.  Indeed,  they  feel  that  symmet¬ 
rical  responses  to  the  enemy's  weapons  developments  compels  the  one  to 
compete  on  the  opponent's  field  and  according  to  the  opponent's  rules  of 
the  game . 1 s 


"’Arbatov,  Yas i 1  y<"' .  and  Kokosh in .  'Nuclear  Weapons  and  Strategic 
Stability.” 

1 “ Zhurk i n ,  Karaganov,  and  Kortunov ,  "On  a  Reasonable  Sufficiency.” 
See  also  I. Ye.  Malushenko,  "Reasonable  Sufficiency  and  Illusory 
Superiority,”  New  Times  (Moscow),  No.  24.87,  June  22,  1987;  I . Ye . 

Ma l-ishenko,  '  Do  I  it  deal  and  Psychological  Aspects  of  U.S.  Nuclear 
Strategy,"  SShA ,  No.  12,  December  1987;  Y.Y.  Zhurbin,  S.A.  Karaganov, 

.: :  s  i  A  .  Y  .  Kortunov,  "Reason  able  Su  f  f  i  c  i  ency  - -or  How  to  Break  the.  Vicious 
lir-.ie,  iVe/i  Times  ;  Moscow  j  ,  No.  -0.87,  October  12,  1987;  and  interview 
w  ;  ‘  Sotr.evko  in  .Y.Y  k  :nii~ . 

‘’Snarl  i;..  K>:  t  mov  .  and  Karaganov  ,  Iv  u.nnab  1  e  Su  f  f  i  c  i  enc.y  - -or  How 
u  hn-  i  he  Vienna  'lire and  Prim  ikov  on  the  "studio  0"  Program, 


The  Military.  >1 :  1  i  t;ir\  .-•Xpert  s  h-av<  stronglv  disagreed  w  ith  the 
•i  r  gamer;  t  s  nut  !  ortii  by  civilian  defense  i  ntc  1  i  iu;i !  s  ,  denying 

i  iliy  t:.<*  pr  imacy  of  qua  1  it  at  i  \  <•  over  quant  i  tut  ive  criteria  in 
a;  vermin  ;ng  parity  and  tiie  wisdom  of  asymmetr  i..u  i  responses  to 
nr  ;vo  .  it  :  v  t  ■  euernv  act  ions. 

Soviet  Minister  of  Tit •  f en.se  D . T .  Yazov  iius  <ie. f ended  militarv- 
st.  rategic  par  i  ty  .is  the  decisive  factor  in  preventing  a  war"  and  has 
defined  this  is  "the  approximately  equal  correlation  of  the  two 
a  ■  .  i  antes  mi  i  it  try  i  artns  .  .  .  .  veauerai  D.i*,.  lolxogonov  has  supported 

this  idea,  stating  that  tiie  existence  of  strategic  parity  deters  enemy 
aggression,  and  is  therefore  a  stabilizing  factor .  1 7  However,  other 
;r.:;:tnr\  oil  iters  have  disagreed  with  this  :  nrmai  it  ion .  For  example, 
fio  I  oriel  P.  Skorodcnko  has  written  that  ’despite  the  important  role  of 
strategic  military  parity  ...  it  far  from  ensures  reliable  guarantees  of 
equal  and  universal  security."18 

Marshal  Yazov  has  appeared  to  defend  the  traditional  military  view 
that  the  Soviet  Armed  Forces  must  continue  to  grow  in  symmetrical 
response  to  the  growth  of  an  adversary’s  military  capahi  litie«=  First 
Deputy  Minister  of  Defense  KG.  Lushev  has  discounted  the  possibility  of 
adopting  an  asymmetrical  foice  posture,  arguing  the  Soviet  Armed  Forces 
must  "master  all  the  forms  and  techniques  of  armed  struggle,  that  the 
enemy  may  use . "  1 9 

However ,  Marshal  Akhromoyev  was  more  equivocal  about  this  matter, 
stating  that  parity  does  not  require  that  the  two  sides'  force 
structures  be  identical  and  that  it  "should  be  a  question  of  approximate 
balance,  in  which  the  advantages  of  one  side  in  certain  indicators  of 

16I).T.  Yazov,  "The  Military  Doctrine  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  is  the 
Doctrine  of  the  Defense  of  Peace  and  Socialism,"  Pravda ,  July  27,  1987. 

17D.A.  Volkogonov,  "Imperatives  of  the  Nuclear  Age,"  KZ ,  May  22, 

19  8  7. 

1 8 P •  Skorodcnko,  "Military  Parity  and  the  Principle  of  Reasonable 
Sufficiency,  '  AIMS’ ,  No.  10,  May  1987.  See  also  M.  Yasyukov,  APN  Military 
Hu  lint  in  (.Moscow;,  .No.  t> ,  March  1988. 

3  E ' .  Cl .  iiUshev  ,  Internal  ional  At  (airs  (Moscow),  No.  9,  1987. 


combat  powe  r  would  bo  ba  lanced  by  cor La  in  advantages  of  the  other  side 
in  other  indicators."20 

Unilateral  versus  Bilateral  Force  Reductions 

The  Civilians.  Many  civilian  defense  analysts  maintain  that  since 
qualitative  criteria  are  the  most  important  determinants  of  strategic 
parity,  the  Soviet  Union  could  reduce  its  force  levels  unilaterally  and 
still  maintain  strategic  stability  with  the  West.21  L.S.  Semeyko,  a 
senior  researcher  at  I US AC,  recently  stated  that  the  concept  of 
reasonable  sufficiency  encompasses  both  asymmetrical  and  unilateral 
force  reductions.22  And  the  trio  of  V.V.  Zhurkin,  S.A.  Karaganov,  and 
A.\  Kcrtunov  have  written  that  unilateral  measures  in  the  area  of  arms 
control  and  force  reductions  are  an  important  element  of  reasonable 
s  u  f f i o  j ency . 2  3 

The  Military.  Not  surprisingly,  the  professional  military  have 
; e acted  strongly  to  suggestions  in  tavor  of  Soviet  force  reductions, 
especially  unilateral  reductions.  In  a  recent  article,  Commander  in 
Chief  of  Air  Defense  Forces  I.M.  Trot '  yak  warned  the  Soviet  military' 
against  "being  lured  by  the  apparent  rmnef its"  of  force  reductions.  He 
referred  to  the  unilateral  reduction  of  Soviet  troops  in  the  1950s  as  a 
"sorrv  expo r i erice"  and  a  rash  step  that  dealt  a  serious  blow  to  the 


Soviet,  military.20  indeed,  there  is  specul-at  ion  that  in  light  of 
Gorbachev's  announcement  in  December  1988  of  unilateral  Soviet,  troop 
reductions ,  General  Tret  yak's  harsh  statements  against  such  cuts  may 
have  resulted  in  his  forced  resignation. 

°S.F.  Akhromeyev ,  "The  Doctrine  of  Preventing  War,  Defending  Peace 
and  Sot.  i  a  1  i  sm ,  "  ProbJrmy  m  ira  i  sot  s  ial  i/.ma  ,  No.  12,  December  1  987. 
lA . A.  Kokoshin  and  A . V .  Kortunov,  'Stability  and  Changes  in 
i:  tern. it  ion  a  I  Re  )at  ions  ,  "  SShA ,  No.  7,  July  1987.  They  state  that,  "at 
■a. y  level  of  military  confrontation,  one  side  can  afford  to  display 
ui.  i  !  .item !  restraint.  in  the  stockpiling  of  arms  and  still  have  enough 
i  pot  is  to  v -pulse  a  pos  .->  i  b  1  e  threat  ...  or  to  del  iver  an  effective 

1  a  '  ■  ■  ■  ■  1 2  ■  ■  A  w  i  *  n  Nenievkf;  i  t.  ,\A  i  :  a;  r  . 

‘  diiiri-  in,  K  ig  inov  ,  and  K- >r  tui.ov  ,  "'hi  i  K<-as'.m.'bl<*  Sufi  i  e  i«Mv.v  .  " 

2  “  i  nt  i  ew  with  i  .M.  Tret '  yak  ,  Moscow  News  i  Moscow  )  ,  No.  8, 

i  "bra  i  r v  2  1,  1 9  88  . 


Deputy  . '  i ; :  t  ■ :  ui  the  Genera  !  St  aft  M  .  A .  Gareyev  came  out  forceful  ly 
•  tie-  *•:  oi  ^iaunoat  it:  the  debate  over  Soviet  def  ense 

[•  »1  icy  ,  i  nr  ii:g  tii.it  "it  is  intolerable  when  individual  articles 
published  in  our  press  express  judgments  concerning  unilateral 
d  is  armament .  The  necessity  for  de  tense  of  tiie  Motiter  3  and  and  the 
military  profess  ion  is  put.  into  doubt."25 

Instead,  the  professional  military  establishment  ties  the  Soviet 
force  posture  directly  to  the  ITS.  force  posture,  declaring  that  the 
limits  of  defense  sufficiency  are  determined  by  the  United  States.26 
Marshal  Akhromeyev  echoed  this  idea  when  he  wrote  that  "defense 
sufficiency  cannot  be  interpreted  one-sidedly,  without  regard  to  the 
developing  correlation  of  forces.  it  would  be  even  more  of  a  mistake  tc 
understand  it  as  unilateral  disarmament ,  a  unilateral  lessening  of  our 
defense  efforts.”27  Indeed,  the  depth  of  Marshal  Akhromeyev 's 
opposition  to  unilateral  troop  reductions  became  apparent  when  he 
'retired'  from  his  position  of  Chief  oi  the  General  Staff,  reportedly  in 
protest  over  Gorbachev's  December  7  announcement.  In  addition,  it  has 
been  rumored  that  Soviet  Minister  of  Defense  Yazov  threatened  to  resign 
in  protest  against  Gorbachev’s  announcement.  There  are  also  rumors  that 
Commander  in  Chief  of  the  Warsaw  Fact,  Marshal  Y.G.  Kulikov,  may  soon 
resign  over  this  issue.28 


2  5  M . A .  Gareyev,  "Great  October  and  Defense  of  the  Motherland," 
Oktyabr ,  No.  2,  February,  1988. 

26  Interview  with  A. I.  Gribkov,  "Doctrine  of  Maintaining  Peace,"  KZ , 
September  29,  1987;  Yazov,  "The  Military  Doctrine,  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  is 
the  Doctrine  of  the  Defense  of  Peace  and  Socialism;"  and  Yasyukov,  APN 
Military  Bulletin. 

2 'Akhromeyev ,  "The  Doctrine  of  Preventing  War,  Defending  Peace  and 
Socialism."  See  also  G.  Kostev,  "Our  Military  Doctrine  in  Light  of  New 
Political  Thinking,"  KVS ,  No.  17,  September  1987;  Skorodenko,  "Military 
Parity  and  the  Principle  of  Reasonable  Sufficiency;"  and  V. 

Se.rcbryarin  i  kov ,  "National  Security  in  the  Nuclear  Age,"  KVS ,  No.  9,  May 
1988  . 

.  1 .  Hauner,  A.  kahr,  "Why  Did  Akhromeyev  Resign':', 
bulletin,  December  8,  1988. 


Radio  Liberty 


Defense  versus  Offense 

The  Civilians.  Since  Gorbachev's  jf ;  i rm.it  ion  in  1987  that  both 


Soviet  and  Warsaw  Pact  military  doctrines  have  strict  Jy  defensive  goals, 
Soviet  civilian  defense  analysts  have  maintained  that  reasonable 
sufficiency  presupposes  nonoffensive  defense.  The  concept  of 
nonoffensive  defense  presupposes  that  military  forces  are  configured 
around  "a  purely  defensive  option  on  a  strategic  and  operational  scale, 
without  the.  material  potential  for  conducting  offensive  or 


counters  f  fens  i  ve.  opera  cions  . 


Civilian  defense  analysts  maintain  that 


tne  idea  of  nonoffensive  defense  corresponds  most  to  the  ide?  of 
strengthening  strategic  stability  and  reducing  the  sides'  military 
potentials  to  a  level  of  out:  lciepcy  diet  iliui  only  by  the  need  lor 
no  t  op.s 

The  discussion  of  noriof  fens  i  ve  defense  has  centered  around  a 
reassessment  of  the  Hattie  of  Kursk  i u  world  war  J 1 .  The  authors  or 
tnis  reassessment ,  A. A.  Kok.-  h:n  ana  V  .  \  .  bur  ionov ,  argue  that  the 
Hattie  of  Kursk  demonstrated  not  only  that  defense  is  more  economical 
that  o{  f«*nse  ,  but  .a  '.so  that  it  j!  - 1  os  t  h»  d<l<:.i‘>r  ;  o  obtain  important 
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i  t. ua :  i  or:  ;  s  t  mat  1 1  i 


•eds  throng!:  the  conduct  of  <•>;<.  i  us  ive  iy  del  or.  s  ive  operations, 
it-  authors  conclude  th  it  nonof  fens  ive  do f onse  is  the  force 
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t  i.at  only  by  (.omiuct  ing  decisive  counteroffensive  operations  is  it 
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'ven  further,  stating  that  "the  total  destruction  of  an  opposing  enemy 
i  roup  in  £  cannot  be  ach  ieved  through  defensive  operations.  They  can  only 
i.c  favorable  toed  1 1  ions  for  ii  is  destruction,  again,  through  the 


Political  versus  Military  Means 

The  Civilians.  Civilian  defense  analysts  have  echoed  Gorbachev  ’  s 
evrii-'n  tint  Soviet  security  is  best  guarant.eeed  though  political 
ins  ,  such  as  aims  control  negotiations,  rattier  than  by  a  continued 
t  try  nuil-np.  For  example,  V .  M .  balm  has  written  tint  maintaining 
the  -.e.uri'.y  of  the  Soviet  l'n  ion  has  become  "rrostiy  political,  and  its 
■  :  .  :  .  i-v  --  at  :  or:  is  blooming  more  as  :ng!y  inappropriate. 

’  1 : ,  . :  ■  i :  i : . .  S  .  A  .  K  magunoc  ,  and  A .  V .  Kortnev  at  <  even  more 
roe  t  u  1  in  their  support  ot  the  primacy  of  political  over  military 
i"  ■■■  ‘  :  e*  secur :  tv .  The".'  have  said  that  'by  relying 
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in  when  In-  de-  !  it  >  •  >  1  t  li.tt  the  Sov  i  et  Armed  Forces  "const  i  tut  <•  one  of 

'Hr  :  ni,  j  .it  tors  i  o:.  i  r-i  i  i;  i  ng  t  lie  ,i;;;;res:,  ive  aspirations  of  reactionary 

i.i  :  ist  '.in.!  uni  serve  to  guarantee  international  secur  i  ty  .  M<* 3 

F  >  ■ ;  i  ■  ■ :  1 1  i.usi.cv  inis  .ijimed  u  it.ii  tills,  stating  tiiat  "as  ioug  as  a 
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Intentions  versus  Capabilities 

The  Civilians.  .  1  :  .■  analyst-.  contend  that  in 

det  tn  -let  e  nil  in"  the  I  <-ve  1  of  military  force  required  by  the  concept 
!  :  n.onab i e  mi  f  f  i  c  i  enev  ,  it  is  necessary  to  consider  t  he  enemy  s 

intent  ions,  not.  just  Ins  capabilities.  They  note  that  a  realistic 
a  -.mi  nt  o|  the  .<nemy  s  real  intentions  "can  be  a  safeguard  against, 
end'-re.','  im.it  ion  of  the  threat  ...  and  against  exaggeration  of  the 

....  ' u  s  hoi  i  t  ic.il  comment  a  Lor  A. Ye.  Bovin  seconded  the  need  for  a 


‘■3V  Sc  i  ebi  v  arm  i  kov  ,  "The  Correlation  of  Political  and  Military 
air  ’h"  [ie  f  ease  of  Socialism,"  .Kl'S ,  No.  18,  Sc*  t»t.  ember  1  U  8  7  , 

4  3  H  !'  Mth  rornevev  .  "The  Great  Victory,"  KZ ,  May  "  1  ‘>87  . 

“  14 1 ,  i  . ,  1 1  e '..  ,  :  n; ‘'rn.'it  :on:i  ]  Affair:,  (Moscow  i  . 

“  s  i’iii  i  k  i  n  ,  Karaganov  ,  and  Kor  Lutiov  ,  "Reasonable  Stiff  i  c  iency  -  -or  How 
to  lit'-ik  tin-  Viuoiis  Circle."  Sec  also  Zhurkin,  Karaganov,  and 
Kortunov,  'old  and  New  Challenges  to  Security." 


marc  careful  assessment  of  the*  enemy  s  intention,  noting  that  the 
traditional  Soviet  assessment  of  U.S.  intent  ions  might  bo  incorrect . 4  6 

The  Military.  Military  spokesmen  have  not  seemed  to  be.  swave.d  by 
the  civilian  defense  analysts'  arguments  in  this  area,  and  have 
continued  to  attribute  aggressive  and  warlike  intentions  to  the  United 
States.  The  statement  by  Command*: r  in  Chief  of  the  Strategic  Rocket 
Forces  Yu.P.  Maksimov  that  the  current  world  situation  remains 
"explosive  through  the  fault  of  the  most  aggressive  militarist  forces  of 
imperial  ism"*' 7  is  representative  of  the  military's  attitude  towards  U.S. 
intent  ions . 

Not  only  do  Soviet  military  officers  ascribe  aggressive  and  warlike 
intentions  to  the  United  States,  they  also  view  I'.S.  military  doctrine 
and  capabil it ios  as  highly  aggressive  and  offensive.  General  Gribkov’s 
statement  that  the  NATO  concept  of  Follow-on  Forces  Attack  "is  aimed  at 
depriving  the  Warsaw  Fact  of  the  ability  to  repulse  aggression  ...  and 
is  entirely  based  on  calculated  surprise,  which  cannot  be  achieved 
without  a  first  strike"1*8  epitomizes  this  attitude. 

‘‘“A. Ye.  Bovin,  Moscow  News  (Moscow),  No.  45,  November  8,  1987. 

-'Speech  by  Yu.P.  Maksimov,  Moscow  Television  Service ,  November  19, 

- 8  Gribkov,  "boot  r:  n‘>  of  Maintaining  Peace  .  ” 
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1  l  L  ; : :  r  : ! !  i..  <u : ;  r  ;  :  ‘  .  sue;;:  i  iv 

Ci  i  ! ;  CD  1  I.  L>  O  !  '  i .  1"  •  *  1 1  0  I  i  <  i 1 1  L  !  1  ( 1  ’r.  V  O  I  1  ‘  S  N  i  O !  i  1 i  . 

s»> l  i-  ■ th.-  L'  U-tisi'  -liM-n'ia.  Yet  ,  it  :s  still  to 

;  -  w  »  :  <  '  -s  '  v  U- ^  1‘  U  L  I  L-i  V  j  .  I  :  1  K  '■  ■  L  !  J  fi  i  lx  cl  1 

defense  ini  1  i  cv .  Gorbachev  1 announcement  rs  j" 
i.  :o:;s  reflects  the  v i ovs  put  forth  by  many  of  th*- 
;<ls  .  *  -i  i  tin-  other  hi;;:,'  i  i  the  rumor..  tr.ai 

become  an  advisor  to  Gorbachev  on  he i  ease  matter 
n-i!  the  st  rengthening  of  the  military's  role  i.n 
enha  . 

O!  wO  T I  ><i  C  i  l  <  *  V  S  IiU’U  pG  t  1  L  1  Gci  i  c  A  ;  1  lK.  i  lig  Oil 

cur i ty  issues  hold  profound  imp  1 Ll a t ions  for  the 
ours--  of  the  past  t  h  r***  v-'-ars,  thr-  soviet  !  n  ion  s 
t  ;o  : rills  -...out  rc>  1  arena  ,  have  prev-  -  that 
eis  th*-  'west  an  unprecedented  opportunity  to 
s-  :  mp'i  r ;  an  t  issues  ♦  v.  i mankind,  me  1  chin  a  ;  rrr 
•  i  )i.  r  :  t  ••  .  and  ■  u  v  i  i  •  ammii  t  a  1  issues.  As 

tie-  !->i  j  t«-d  Sal  :on>.  :  ii  Asesnbiy  demons:  rat  ed  , 

ah  v  iiid  ui  !  *  in;;  to  s*-  \/.i-  tie  in  i  t  i  at  ive  on  nicnv  c 


